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OTHER AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE MEETING SUMMARIES, AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

 
 

This attachment contains the following materials: 

• October 2003 Agreement between Local, State, and Federal Partners for the 

Completion of the Project Level National Environmental Policy Act Document 

for the Cajalco-Ramona Corridor, Riverside County, California Multi-Modal 

Transportation Facility (1 page) 

• May 13, 2005 letter from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

(Metropolitan) to Jacobs Civil, Inc. on the alignment alternatives (5 pages) 

• August 19, 2005 letter from the California Department of Water Resources to the 

Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) on Perris Dam (3 pages) 

• April 18, 2007 letter from Metropolitan to RCTC regarding the proposed Mid 

County Parkway project and potential effects on Metropolitan’s facilities 

(24 pages) 

• April 21, 2008 letter from RCTC to the United States Department of the 

Interior/Bureau of Land Management (BLM) regarding potential effects on BLM 

lands (2 pages) 

• May 5, 2008 letter from the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency to 

RCTC regarding potential effects on BLM lands (1 page) 

• May 6, 2008 letter from Waste Management to RCTC regarding potential project 

effects on the El Sobrante Landfill (15 pages) 

• May 12, 2008 letter from the BLM to RCTC regarding potential project effects on 

BLM lands (2 pages) 

• May 14, 2008 letter from FHWA to the California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans) regarding the New/Modified Access Report for the Interstates 15 and 

215/Mid County Parkway Interchange (2 pages) 

• July 2, 2008 letter from RCTC to Waste Management regarding Waste 

Management’s offer of cooperation regarding the Mid County Parkway project 

(1 page) 
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• February 19, 2009 Resolution No. 3235 of the City of San Jacinto, California 

expressing a preference for the RCTC to construct the MCP starting at the eastern 

end and working westerly (2 pages). 

• June 28, 2011 Resolution No. 4428 of the City of Perris, California expressing 

Alternative 9 of the MCP as the locally preferred alternative (3 pages). 

• January 9, 2014 Memorandum from the RCTC to the Southern California 

Association of Governments Transportation Conformity Working Group (1 page). 

• January 28, 2014 Meeting Minutes and Agenda Transportation Conformity 

Working Group (6 pages). 

• October 28, 2014 letter from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern 

California to Jacobs Engineering, Inc. regarding the Preliminary Geotechnical 

Evaluations Revision 3 prepared by Kleinfelder. 

• January 27, 2015 coordination with Caltrans District 8 on air quality. 
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Project:          Mid County Parkway Project                 Reviewer:  Tony Louka and Edison Jaffery, Caltrans 

Report/Document:    Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation – Section 3.14, Air Quality  

Date:  January 27, 2015                     

 

No. Page No. Comments Response/Actions 

Air Quality (Section 3.14) 

1  

Environmental Engineering completed the review of the Final Draft 

EIR/EIS (November 2014) for the Mid-County Parkway, in 

Riverside County. The document was submitted as electronic files to 

Caltrans District 8 by LSA consultant. The Air unit reviewed the Air 

Quality section of the Environmental Document (ED) and the 

comments are given below. 

Comment noted. No response needed. 

Our review comments show appreciable inconsistency in the 

information between what is present in the approved Air Quality 

Report (AQR) 2012 and that included in the Air Quality section of 

the ED. Some information in the AQR is outdated. For example, 

MSAT modeling does include naphthalene and polycyclic organic 

matter.  The MSAT modeling performed was on older methodology 

using EMFAC 2007, presently Caltrans use emission model CT-

EMFAC Version 5.0 which is based on Caltrans Air Resources 

Board (ARB) emissions Model EMFAC 2011. 

The Air Quality Analysis (AQA) was approved by 

Caltrans in March 2012. Consistent with the process 

followed by Caltrans, District 8 and RCTC on the SR-91 

CIP EIR/EIS (approved in August 2012), approved 

technical studies will not be revised for the Final MCP 

EIR/EIS.  

 

EPA approved the EMFAC2011 emissions model for SIP 

and conformity purposes effective March 6, 2013. 

EMFAC2011 must be used for all new regional emissions 

analyses and CO, PM10, and PM2.5 hotspot analyses that 

started on or after September 6, 2013. The emission 

calculations for the MCP project were conducted in 2011 

and the final AQA was approved in March 2012. 

Therefore, the use of EMFAC2007 was appropriate for 

this project and no changes were made to Section 3.14 in 

response to this comment. 

Furthermore, recent changes in air quality regulations and air quality 

standards have also occurred and not captured in the approved AQR. 

The monitored ambient air quality data in AQR are also outdated; the 

most recent monitored ambient air quality data for years 2011 to 

2013 are presently available. 

As discussed above, no changes have been made to the 

AQA since it was approved by Caltrans in March 2012. 

The Final EIR/EIS sections were updated in January 2014  

to reflect the latest air quality regulations and standards. 

Updating the ambient air quality data in Tables 3.14.1 to 

3.14.C would not change any of the conclusions in the 

EIR/EIS or affect the identification of the preferred 

alternative. Therefore, no changes were made to Section 
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3.14 in response to this comment. 

Moreover, RTP and FTIP information in AQR provided is from 2008 

RTP, and 2011 FTIP, whereas the ED references 2012 RTP and 2013 

FTIP both of which are presently outdated. The most recent FTIP 

document is 2015 FTIP approved by FHWA in December 14, 2014. 

The references to the RTP and FTIP were updated several 

locations in Section 3.14 and Chapter 1 in the Final 

EIR/EIS. Appendix K was updated to include the project 

listing in the most recent FTIP.  

The environmental document stated that most recent TCWG 

approval of MCP preferred Alternative 9 occurred on a different date 

that what is stated in the Air Quality Report, please correct. 

The initial review date for the TCWG (June 28, 2011) is 

the same in the AQA and Section 3.14 in the Final 

EIR/EIS. After identification of Alternative 9 Modified 

with the SJRB DV as the preferred alternative, RCTC 

submitted a memorandum to the TCWG notifying them of 

this action. On January 28, 2014, the TCWG determined 

that no additional particulate matter analyses would be 

required for the preferred alternative for the project. 

Based on our review comments below and the above discussion, we 

prefer you completely revise the previously approved AQR and 

Environmental Document to reflect the recent data. Also, please 

make sure the 2 documents match,  

As noted above, the AQA was approved by Caltrans in 

March 2012 and no changes will be made to the AQA for 

the Final EIR/EIS. Table 3.14.D on page 3.13-01 in 

Section 3.14 in the Final EIR/EIS was updated to reflect 

the latest air quality standards. 

2 

Table 3.14, A 

Ambient Air 

Quality at 

Perris 

Monitoring 

Station 

Please provide values for number of days exceeded for State annual 

PM10 as provided in the Air Resources Board – historical data 

website, also provide # of Days exceeded both for State and Federal 

PM2.5 and PM10 pollutant 24 hour and annual standards in Table 

3.14.C.  

Annual standards are either exceeded or are not exceeded; 

they cannot be exceeded on a daily basis. Therefore, under 

exceeded they are listed as yes or no. The number of days 

that the 24-hour standards are exceeded is included in 

Table 3.14.A. 

3 
Page 3.14-9, 

Table 3.14.D 

You have provided in the Environment Document the attainment 

designation status for SCAB NO2 pollutant in South Coast Air Basin 

(SCAB) for Riverside County as non-attainment for State Standard. 

However, in the Air Quality Report (Table B the information on NO2 

shows designation as attainment which is correct, please modify.  

As noted above, the AQA was approved by Caltrans in 

March 2012 and the attainment status for NO2 cited in that 

report was correct at the time of its approval by Caltrans. 

The non-attainment status shown for NO2 is correct in 

Section 3.14 in the Final EIR/EIS. 

4 
Page 3.14-9, 

Table 3.14.D 

PM10 in Table B of AQR the SCAB area designation presented is 

serious non-attainment. The Basin area has been re-designated to 

Attainment/Maintenance. The information in the AQR is inconsistent 

with the status for PM10 given for Table 3.14.D. Please update AQR 

to match with information given in the ED.  

As noted above, the AQA was approved by Caltrans in 

March 2012 and the attainment status for PM10 cited in 

that report was correct at the time of its approval by 

Caltrans. The non-attainment status for PM10 is correct in 

Section 3.14 in the Final EIR/EIS. 

5 
Page 3.14-9, 

Table 3.14.D 

Federal SO2 standards values for 3, 24 hour and annual standard in 

the table are missing, please provide. Also for Lead Pollutant the 

Table is missing the value for Calendar Quarter, please update.  

The requested pollutant standards were added to Table 

3.14.D on page 3.13-9 in Section 3.13 in the Final 

EIR/EIS. 

6 
Page 3.14-14 

Project-level 

The project description in the Environmental Document – air quality 

section is different from that is provided in the approved air quality 

As noted above, the AQA was approved by Caltrans in 

March 2012 and the RTP/FTIP descriptions cited in that 
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Conformity – 

Carbon 

Monoxide 

report (March 2012) . The 2012 RTP Amendment #1 (December 15, 

2014) has the latest information on the project description and scope. 

The ED references 2012 RTP and 2013 FTIP whereas Air Quality 

Report refers to 2008 RTP and 2011 FTIP. Please update the air 

quality report to reflect the latest scope which should match what is 

listed in FTIP 2015, if different, the scope in the 2015 FTIP needs to 

be amended to reflect the latest scope. The scope of the project in the 

Air Quality Report and the Environmental Document need to be 

identical.  

report were correct at the time of its approval by Caltrans. 

The references to the RTP and FTIP were updated in 

Section 3.14 and Chapter 1 in the Final EIR/EIS and the 

project listing in Appendix K was updated to the most 

current FTIP. The scope of the MCP project in the Final 

EIR/EIS is consistent with the descriptions in the 2012 

RTP Amendment  #1 and in the 2015 FTIP.  

7 

Page 3.14-34 

MSAT 

analysis 

Table 3.14S (MSAT Emissions for MCP) shows estimates of MSAT 

emissions for the project. Comparing this Table with Table V, page 

52 in the AQR, it has additional three rows present values for 

different scenarios for priority MSAT pollutants, while other 

information remains the same as given in the AQR Table V, Page 52. 

Both the Tables are missing values for naphthalene and polycyclic 

organic matter. 

As noted above, the AQA was approved by Caltrans in 

March 2012 and no changes have been made to the AQA 

since its approval by Caltrans. The three rows of data 

added to this table show the changes associated with each 

alternative in comparison to existing conditions were 

previously included in the approved 2013 Draft 

Recirculated EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. 

 

As discussed above, because the project analysis was 

started prior to September 6, 2013, the MSAT analysis 

was conducted using EMFAC2007. CT-EMFAC 5.0, 

based on EMFAC2011, was updated to include 

naphthalene and polycyclic organic matter. Therefore, 

those pollutants were not included in this analysis.  

8 NA 

We require you model emission based on CT-AMFAC V 5.0 and 

update the AQR report and information, as it is outdated. 

As discussed above, because the project analysis was 

started prior to September 6, 2013, the analysis was 

conducted using EMFAC2007. Therefore, no modeling 

using CT-AMFACV 5.0 was performed. 

9 

Page 3.14-39 

Project Level 

Conformity 

Caltrans District 8 is not aware of the resubmittal of PM hot spot 

Summary Form to TCWG seeking revaluation of conformity for the 

preferred Alternative 9 with modification. You need to provide this 

information in the Air Quality Report regarding TCWG final 

approval letter. Please update AQR accordingly.  

As noted above, the AQA was approved by Caltrans in 

March 2012 and the information cited in that report 

regarding interagency consultation through the TCWG 

was current at the time of its approval by Caltrans. 

 

After identification of Alternative 9 Modified with the 

SJRB DV as the preferred alternative, RCTC submitted a 

memorandum dated January 9, 2014 to the TCWG 

notifying them of this action.  On January 28, 2014, the 

TCWG determined that no additional particulate matter 

analyses would be required for the preferred alternative 

for the project. The minutes of the January 28, 2014 
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TCWG meeting posted on SCAG’s website show that Dr. 

Paul Fagan of Caltrans District 8 participated in that 

meeting via teleconferencing. In addition, Ms. Marie Petry 

of Caltrans District 8 was copied on RCTC’s January 9, 

2014 memo. Therefore, Caltrans District 8 was aware of 

the resubmittal of the PM conformity request to the 

TCWG.  

10 

Page 3.14-41, 

Table 3.14.W 

– Construction 

Emission 

(lbs/day) at the 

5
th

 line in the 

2
nd

 paragraph 

You stated that construction related emissions are presented in Table 

3.14.T. This Table 3.14.T is for Regional Vehicle Emissions, not for 

construction emissions. Table 3.14.W is the Tables that presents 

construction emissions, please correct.   

The cited table reference on page 3.14-41 in Section 3.14 

in the Final EIR/EIS was corrected as requested.  

11 

Page 3.14-42, 

Section 

3.14.3.2 

Temporary 

Impacts at the 

2
nd

 paragraph 

In the 2
nd

 paragraph replace the phrase “Section 39-3.06 [for asphalt 

concrete plant]” with the following “Section 14.9-02 [Air pollution 

control]”, also on page 3.14-45. Please ensure the AQR is updated 

accordingly.  

As noted above, the AQA was approved by Caltrans in 

March 2012 and the reference to Section 39-3.06 cited in 

that report was current at the time of its approval by 

Caltrans. 

 

The requested changes replacing citations to Section 39-

3.06 in Measure AQ-4 on page 3.14-45 with citations to 

Section 14.9-02 (Air pollution control) were made to 

Section 3.14 in the Final EIR/EIS as requested. 

12 

Page 13.4-43, 

Section 3.14.4, 

Avoidance, 

and 

minimization 

Measures 

The control measure to minimize construction impacts on air quality 

section of the ED has additional measures included that are not 

present in the approved AQR. The air quality report 

mitigation/control measures should be consistent with what is 

included in the environmental document of the project. As an 

example bullet sixth of AQ-2 suggest using Tier 3 engine, however 

AQR Page 74 bullet sixth ask for Tier 2 engines. Furthermore the air 

quality control measures AQ-3 to AQ-6 that you have included in the 

environmental document are significantly different from the AQR. 

As noted above, the AQA was approved by Caltrans in 

March 2012 and the minimization measures cited in that 

report were current at the time of its approval by Caltrans. 

New measures were added to Section 3.14.4, starting on 

page 3.14-43, in response to public and agency comments 

on the 2013 Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft 

EIS. 

 

13 NA 

The Air Resources Board has monitored ambient air quality 

concentration for recent years from 2011 to 2013. Please include 

monitored air data for the most recent five years to replace the 

concentrations you have for the years 2006 to 2010.  

The monitoring data in Tables 3.14.A, 3.14.B, and 3.14.C 

are consistent with the corresponding tables in the AQA. 

Because these data are provided for information purposes 

only (and they do not affect the identification of the 

preferred alternative), the monitoring data from 2011 

through 2013 were not added to these tables in the Final 

EIR/EIS. 


